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- dafé t‘kat helps gauge whether
specific outcomes (goalS) are
c U S being met ——

INCREASE DECREASE
» Protective factors: e Sexual violence (SV) victimization

o Connection to a caring adult e SV perpetration

o Emotional health and connectedness e Risk factors:

o Empathy and concern for how one's actions o General aggressiveness and acceptance of
affects others violence

o Community support and connectedness o General tolerance of SV within the community

o Societal norms that support SV
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PROTECTIVE FAGTORS |

The most recent data available is from 2016-2019.

CONNECTION TO A CARING ADULT

The numbers below are reported by parents/adult in the household through the National Survey of Children’s #ealth
participate in. National rate: 87%

(always: 60%; usually: 27%)

EMOTIONAL SUPPORT <« CONNECTEDNESS

The humbers below are self—reported by youth respondents through the Youth Risk Behavior Survey

38% 10%

COMMUNITY SUPPORT AND CONNECTEDNESS

The numbers below are reported by parents/adult in the household through the National Survey of Children's #ealth

77% 42%
94 %

of Texas parents always (60%) or usually
(24%) attend activities their children

of Texas children have an adult mentor.
National rate: 89%

of Texas adolescence ever felt sad or
hopeless daily for two weeks or
more. National rate: 37%

of Texas adolescents have attempted suicide
in the past 12 months. National rate: 9%

of Texas children participated in community
service or volunteer work.
National rate: 44%

of Texas children participated in
one or more extracurricular
activities.

National rate: 80%

. o of Texas children are definitely (65%) or
of Texas children live in a

supportive neighborhood.
National rate: 55%

55%

National rate: 95%
(definitely: 65%; somewhat: 31%)

somewhat (29%) safe in their neighborhood.

events, conditions, situations,

or expoSure to ih{»[uehceS that
mpeIe the initiation of sexual
violence in at-risk FOFulahOhS

ahd ih the commumtj

We recoghize a variety of factors, including work schedules,
tYahSpoY%atwh, and health affect a parent’s ability to attend their
children’s activities. We choose a variety of indicators for each risk and
protective factor so that we don't rely on any single guestion/data source.

97%
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of Texas children are definitely (69%) or
somewhat (28%) safe at school.
National rate: 97%

(definitely: 70%; somewhat: 27%)



d
events, conditions, situations, or
exposure to influences that that result in

The most recent data available is from 2018 or 2019. the initiation of sexual violence.

SEXVAL VIOLENCE PERPETRATION & VICTIMIZATION

The humbers below are re’)or{:ed ih the 2019 Crime in Texas report

incidences of Sexual Assault were offenders of Sexual Assault were reported in
Y reported in Texas in 2019 (9% Y Texas in 2019 (9% reduction from 2018)

reduction from 2018)

GENERAL AGGRESSIVENESS « ACCEPTANCE OF VIOLENCE

The humbers below are re,ported ih the 2019 Crime inh Texas re’:orf

aggravated assaults for every people were arrested by Texas law number of aggravated assaults reported on
26' 100,000 persons in Texas (.9% 2 7 6’2 enforcement for aggravated assault in 2019 0 ’ college campuses served by Texas RPE

increase from 2018) (2% increase from 2018) programs in 2018.

SOCIETAL NORMS THAT SUPPORT SEXVAL VIOLENCE

The numbers below are reported by parents/adult in the household through the National Survey of Children's #ealth

of Texas children have ever been a
4% victim of or witness to violence in

their nieghborhood.

National rate: 4%

Anticipated secondary
data for general tolerance
of sexual violence in the
community was not
available for Texas school
districts.
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Texas Rape Prevention & Education (RPE) works to:

’ Promote social norms that protect against violence

4

Bystander approaches, Mobilizing men and boys as allies

Teach skills to prevent sexual violence

Social-emotional learning

3 Provide opportunities to empower and support girls and women

Strengthening leadership and opportunities for girls

through positive youth development and community-driven approaches.


https://evalsvpptx.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Texas-SAPCS-Federal-Programming-Summary-Final.pdf

TEXASRPE —

Center Against
Sexual and Family Violence

Lubbock Rape | .
Crisis Center | ¢~
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2.\ Family Crisis Center
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Serving Childre 457 iR
Adults in Need |

Advocacy Center for .
Crime Victims & Children |
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| Hays-Caldwell =
22| Women’s Center

’ Friendship of
__ Women
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Grayson County
Women’s Crisis
B
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Women-:s Shelter
of South Texas

-0

Family Ties,
Family Resource Services

O~ .
ot Couny RO | 725 O
men’s Shelter

Resource and Crisis Center
of Galveston County
Houston Area
Women’s Center

I8 programmatic grants | $100,000 each
I5% funding to training and technical assistance
% funding to state-wide evaluation

Texas RPE is guided by the Primary Prevention Planning
Committee Steering Committee. The Committee is
comprised of representatives from the Department of State
Health Services (DSHS), the Office of the Attorney General
(OAQG), the Texas Association Against Sexual Assault, and
the Texas A&M Health.

The purpose of the Steering Committee is to:

e Guide primary prevention efforts in Texas by developing
and making programmatic recommendations to the
OAG and DSHS on utilization of RPE funds,
identification and prioritization of goals and objectives,
implementation of strategies and activities, and
evaluation efforts.

e Promote, foster, and engage in state-level coordination
of SV prevention efforts



CONTEXTUAL FACTORS ~ "2
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In February 2020, Texas programming shifted focus to community- and societal- level approaches. Many grantees changed and/or started offering new programming (curricula) at this time.
In mid-March Texas Governor Greg Abbot issued a disaster proclamation certifying that COVID-19 posed an imminent threat of disaster in Texas and among several other provisions, social
gatherings were limited to no more than 10 individuals. A Shelter-in-Place order was in effect in April; Texans were directed to stay home unless conducting essential services or activities.
Schools, non-essential businesses, and non-essential services were closed or shifted to a conduct-from-home format. This order came after a wave of worldwide recommendations that
included frequent handwashing, social/physical distancing (individuals remaining 6ft apart), and limitations on the number of people allowed to gather in one location. These
recommendations remained in place even after the Shelter-in-Place order expired and most schools were not reopened for in-person classes during the 2019-2020 school year and
continued in a virtual or hybrid model for the 2020-2021 school year. During this same time, a variety of events took place on a national level that were challenging and disproportionately
affected some communities. Many people and communities experienced civil unrest, food insecurity, overtaxed health care systems, concern for basic safety, unemployment, and limited

childcare access, which led to an overall shift in priorities. Grantees reimagined planned prevention programming, which resulted in social norms change and community-level work that fit

the unique situation of each Texas community receiving RPE funds.

Many implementation Access to participants
COVID-19 Disaster sites operated virtually remained limited as
Proclamation or remained closed activities were virtual or
restricted
@
New RPE programming Statewide shelter-in- Many youth summer
began; place due to COVID-19; programs did not
Teen Dating Violence Sexual Assault Awareness operate at full capacity
Awareness Month & Prevention Month

Texas traditionally allows local governments to determine quidelines for their jurisdiction. Therefore, Texas RPE programs operated under a wide variety of
mandates throughout the COVID-19 pandemic.
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PROGRAMMING -

the curriculum used (doesn't nhecessarily capture all the work)

The primary programs being implemented in Texas have a community-level [C-L)
component: MVP Strategies, , and Be Strong. Those without an
inherant
C-L component are being implemented by fewer organizations.

MVP Strategies 6
& These humbers are the humber of
grantees who implemented the program in
Be Strong e— the given quarter. In this case, ¢
grantees implemented MVP? Strategies
and Close to #fome in guarter 4,

Sectors Grantees Implement Education

Schools 22
Other program Community-based organizations that
locally developed by grantees primaril'f serve 'fCIl.lth 17
Other 10
Other community-based organizations 10
Bringing ITB
nging o o College/University b
Second Step Governmental Agencies 3
LiveRespect e Businesses 0
o Residential Complexes 0




(EDUGATIONAL SEMINARS

programs delivered to program parhcipahfs only (e.q. individuals that Farticipafe ih programming such as Be
Strong, Bringing in the Bystander, Close to ttome, etc.) For programs that are not a curriculum, such as Close to
ftome, count group meetings as educational seminars,

On average, Texas RPE conducted 62 educational seminars per month with
887 participants. In total, 742 seminars were conducted with 10,645 participants in FY20.

3.048 Close-up of Educational Seminar Sessions

2,716

Total Participants

1,879

July August September October November  December January

. . . 107 a5 begin to see a steady increase in sessions as
ota

Sessions

ih—person orrortunities expanded and

February March April May June July August  September  October  November December  January Sra"‘tees ad\‘uSted to online P"°$"amm""8



any h’ammg provided to pro{-esﬁonals either as a result of
L S programming or community—-level activities

On average, Texas RPE conducted 13 training programs for professionals per month with
29 participants. In total, 167 programs were conducted with 353 participants in FY20.

65

50
47
44
32
gt 29
Total Participants
Total 20
Sessions
13
6
February March April May June July August September  October  November December January

k begin to See higher attendace per sesSion



) activities outside chosen
programming and the internal

C ES folks (statf, volunteers, board
members, etc.) that take part in

them.

On average, Texas RPE conducted 10 Other Education workshops for internal audiences per
month with 114 participants. In total, 119 programs were conducted with 1,365 participants
in FY20.

r— Wheh grantees had to pause in—person activities with partic‘.pants
1on due to COVID thej began to reach out to internal audiences

194
Total Participants s
161
136 139
110
102
i
32 31
0
17
Total — €fy 11 12 ” = B 10 g 10 10
Workshops
February March April May June July August September  October  November December January

The most frequently reported workshop audiences was agency staff (reported 44 times), followed by volunteers (27), and Other (3).

count is hot hecessarily indicative of the nhumber of workshops for that type of audience



y s activities outside chosen
programming and the internal
NCES folks (community stakeholders,
those not involved in programming,

etc.) that take part ih them.

On average, Texas RPE conducted 17 Other Education workshops for external audiences per
month with 660 participants. In total, 207 programs were conducted with 7,921 participants

in FY20.
1,829 . :
Close-up of Other Education Workshops for External Audiences
Total Workshops €Y
1,175
830
762 805
700 704
Total Participants
456 February March April May June July August September October November December January
247 23
149
3
Total Workshops
s @ . 18 oO—60—60—0—60—60—@—0—0
February March April May June July August September  October November December January

The most frequently reported workshop audiences was Other external audiences (reported 32 times), followed by youth (26), adult influencers (24)

and coalition members (12). - count is hot hecessarily indicative of the number of workshops for that type of audience



Educational seminars, training programs
ﬂ for professionals, and other education
workshops with both internal and external

30,000 EQOT MIEW,.” &5

All types of programming saw a decrease in sessions and participants beginning in March due to
the COVID-19 pandemic. Grantees adjusted Education programming and approaches during late
spring and summer, while simultaneously increasing Other Education activities for internal and
external audiences. Education began to pick up more in the Fall.

SESSions Educational Seminars

Workshops - External

Training Professionals

0

February March April May June July August  September  October  November December  January

pa"tiCiPaﬂts Educational Seminars

Workshops - External /

Training Professionals . F——'r— \/ —_ . ' —' o/ — \U/

February March April May June July August September October November December January




€ ducational seminars, trainin
programs for pro{»eSSior\alS, an§
other education workshops with

C AT.QN === bLoth internal and external
audiences

On average, Texas RPE conducted 102 seminars, training programs and workshops per
month with 1,690 participants.

3704
3585

lotal Participants

Close-up of Total Sessions

Total Sessions

1934

1572 156

80 February March April May lune July August September Octaber November  December January

460
353
Total Sessions 268 05
= 34 46 a8 & — 290 109 96 127

45
February March April May June July August September  October November December January

1,226 total seminars, training programs, and workshops were conducted with 20,284 total participants in FY20

Educational Seminars: 742 seminars; 10,645 participants | Training Programs for Professionals: 158 programs; 353 participants
Workshops - Internal Audiences: 119 workshops; 1,365 participants | Workshops - External Audiences: 207; 7,921 participants

¥Participants are counted individually, even if they attend multiple sessions so the humber reported does hot represent unigue individuals



YOUTH ENGAGEMENT

ttart's Ladder is an assessment tool used to measure authentic youth ehgagemeht ih a given program. The goal
is to see an increase over time but youth’s engagement may move up and down the different stages throughout
the year. The aim is to move toward youth-led activities.

or higher at least

Youth-led activities, in which decision making
is shared between youth and adults working as
equal partners 1*
Youth-led activities with little input from adults 8 O n C e

GRANTEES GRANTEES

achieved wrung 4 stayed at wrung 4
or higher all four

quarters

/_ Adult-led activities, in which decision making is
() shared with youth

' [ Adult-led activities, in which youth are consulted
-_j and informed about how their input will be used
| = and the outcomes of adult decisions

had a postive net
gain over the year

reached wrung 8
at least once in
FY20

-~

Adult-led activities, inwhich youth understand
purpose, decision-making process, and have a role

hs

~
( r Adult-led activities, in which youth are consulted ‘
M

- with minimal opportunities for feedback GRANTEES GRANTEES
p,
4 A\ A
Adult-led activities, in which youth understand eh de‘d tke jea v at a k ‘gker wru h g
2 purpose, but have no input into planning 0{' tke la d der’ eveh i{ Some
. vy
fluctuation occured
[ Adult-led activities, in which youth do as directed }
without exxplanation of the purpose for the activities
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\_\%hﬁu\ ° “Youth are excited t
O lead, inform iICi
. o , and participate
eative activities Scheduled for the

com
munity. Those youth who were in the

"During the project brainstorm

one of the students said "I like

the feeling of us being in

charge”.

"We continue to believe, true social change begins by having community members come together to
S PU I S challenge the norms that tolerate violence by building power together and envisioning a community where

there is solidarity, justice, equality, and acceptance. To achieve this, we have to continue to meet with the

youth, even when participation is low, to build strong relationships with them and promote protective

factors. We must also continue to have conversations that focus on the issues that matter to the youth

show them their opinions matter, and empower them to take action




"BRIGHT
SPOTS
100

of issues identified by grantees,

participants, and the community

One grantee created "Table Topics" cards that focus on
different topics and areas for social-emotional learning and

growth for households to use around the dinner table.

(so Prominent jt needs to he

listed Multiple timesI)

One grantee designed a program to enlist community members to share social media content to promote

primary prevention topics and engage other community members in conversations about primary

prevention topics.



(MONEY)
REPORTED IN
PERCENTAGES

RESOURCES 2

The majority of resources were spent on Strategic Planning and Staff Development. However, we saw a gradual increase in
resources spent on Community Mobilization and Social Norms change.

These humbers are the average perceht of resources

Strategic Planning @" Spehf for that categorj ih the given g_ual’{:er. In this
case, on average grantees spent 217% of their resources

oh Strategic plahn‘mg h quarter ),

4

Staff Development

18 18

16

Educational Seminars e o/
14 14

akil

11
Prep of Info Materials o— ) — -&
Other Ed - External - ﬂ

Social Norms Change ¢
Ql Q2 Q3 Q4
Categories with under 5% of resources spent each quarter: Training Programs for Professionals, Training Programs College Students & Campus Personnel, Other Education - Internal,
Coalition Building, Policy Education, and Evaluation.



PERSONNEL .

In all quarters, 3 - 4 grantees had changes in key personnel that may have had an impact on the
agency's primary prevention program or grant performance.

Less than 17% of grantees had a grant funded position vacant for more than 3 months.

These humbers are the humber of grantees who
had a vacancy in a grant—funded position for
more than ) months. In this case, Z grantees

s had a vacancyin 27.

Vacancy > 3 months

Ql Q2 Q3 Q4



SUPRISES Does the data show what you expected it to?

CONCERNS Arewe where we want to be in our priority areas?

Is the data telling —>
the real Stolfj of

CELEBRATIONS !nwhatareas did we succeed or show great improvement
—>

Tean ﬂP€7 What priorities are not obvious in the data?
WHAT'S MlSS'NG? What else do we want to know or highlight

—2  to gauge the success of programming?



COMMUNITY
DATA

Collecting Comunity Surveys &
conducting Participant Focus

Groups

CAPTURING
MEDIA

Social media, podcasts, and
videos will be captured in the
Quarterly Reporting System
(QRS)

NEXT STEPGy 2

COLLECTING
PLANNING
GROUP DETAILS

Clarified definitions and
restructured Education and
Other Education questions to
specifically capture
information about planning

groups in the QRS

QUALITY
IMPROVEMENT

To be conducted in Quarter 3
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